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DETAILED ACTION 



This action is responsive to communications: amendment, filed 12/8/2004, to the 
original application filed 5/1 1/2001 . 

The rejection of claims 6 and 16 under 35 U.S.C. 112 has been withdrawn. 

The rejection of claims 9, 11-19, 21-26, 28-32, 42-43, 45-48, and 50-51 under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) has been removed as necessitated by amendment. 

Claims 10, 20, 27, and 44 have been canceled. 

Claims 1-9, 11-19, 21-26, 28-43, and 45-52 are pending. Claims 1 , 9, 19, 26, 33, 
42, 47, 51 , and 52 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 
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Claims 1-4, 6-9, 1 1-19, 21-26, 28-32, 42-43, 45-52 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kelley (U.S. Patent 6,694,485 B1) in 
further view of Warnock (U.S. Patent 5,634,064). 

As per claims 1 and 9, Kelley discloses a method and computer program 
for facilitating enhanced readability of digital documents, including paginating one 
or more pages of the document into multiple virtual pages (See Kelley, Figure 5, 
element 102, and Column 7, lines 13-23), identifying and locating lines of text 
within the one or more pages of the document (See Kelley, Figure 6, and Column 
7, lines 13-23), determining whether a virtual page boundary is coextensive with 
an identified line of text (See Kelley, Figure 6, and Column 7, lines 13-32), and 
adjusting the virtual page boundary if the boundary is coextensive with the 
identified line of text so that the boundary is not coextensive with the identified 
line of text (See Kelley, Column 6, lines 63-67, and Column 7, lines 1-4). Kelley 
does not disclose expressly that the digital document is a fixed digital document. 
Warnock discloses obtaining a fixed (or predetermined format) digital document 
(See Warnock, Figure 3b). Kelley and Warnock are analogous art because they 
are from the same field of endeavor of viewing electronic documents. At the time 
of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to include the fixed digital document of Warnock with the method and program for 
improving the readability of digital documents of Kelley. The motivation for doing 
so would have been to present the document so as to appear to the reader in the 
same manner as was intended by the publisher. (See Warnock, Column 1 , lines 
63-66). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Warnock with Kelley 
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for the benefit of providing a familiar visual display of a fixed digital document to 
the reader to obtain the invention as specified in claims 1 and 9. 

As per claim 2, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Kelley also discloses displaying a virtual page of the multiple 
virtual pages without displaying overlap. (See Kelley, Figure 4, and Column 6, 
lines 60-62). 

As per claim 3, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Kelley also discloses displaying virtual pages of the multiple 
virtual pages where unrepeated content of multiple virtual pages starts at a 
common spatial position on the multiple virtual pages. (See Kelley, Figure 6, and 
Column 7, lines 18-23). 

Claim 19 is rejected on the same basis as claims 1 and 2. 

As per claim 4, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Warnock also discloses displaying virtual pages of the multiple 
virtual pages where a top synthetic virtual-page margin is displayed so that the 
content of the virtual page starts at a common spatial position, as determined by 
an offset calculated in pixels. (See Warnock, Figure 7, element 164, and Column 
13, lines 38-53). Kelley and Warnock are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavor of viewing electronic documents. At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
include the top synthetic virtual-page margin of Warnock with the method and 
program of Kelley and Warnock. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
allow for the determination of the end of the article or document by calculating 
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the offset value in relation to the window height. (See Warnock, Column 13, lines 
54-56). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Warnock with Kelley 
for the benefit of determining the end of the article or document to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 4. 

As per claim 6, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Kelley also discloses determining a minimum integer number 
of virtual pages per page of the digital document while maintaining legibility, 
aspect ratio, and good margins. (See Kelley, Figure 6, and Column 7, lines 13- 
32). 

Claims 7-8 are rejected on the same basis as claim 1. 

As per claim 1 1 \ Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 9 as 
described above. Kelley also discloses identifying and locating lines of text 
within the pages of the digital document. (See Kelley, Figure 6, and Column 7, 
lines 13-23). 

As per claim 12, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 9 as 
described above. Kelley also discloses determining whether a virtual-page 
boundary is coextensive with a line of text. (See Kelley, Figure 6, and Column 7, 
lines 13-23). 

As per claim 13, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 9 as 
described above. Kelley also discloses adjusting the virtual-page boundary if the 
boundary is coextensive with a line of text so that the boundary is not 
coextensive with the line. (See Kelley, Column 6, lines 63-67, and Column 7, , 
lines 1-4). 
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As per claim 14, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 9 as 
described above. Kelley also discloses displaying a virtual page of the multiple 
virtual pages and doing so without displaying overlap. (See Kelley, Figure 4, and 
Column 6, lines 60-62). 

As per claim 15, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 9 as 
described above. Kelley also discloses displaying virtual pages of the multiple 
virtual pages where unrepeated content of a multiple virtual page starts at a 
common spatial position on the multiple virtual page. (See Kelley, Figure 6, and 
Column 7, lines 18-23). 

As per claim 16, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 9 as 
described above. Kelley also discloses that the paginating includes determining 
a minimum integer number of virtual pages per page of the digital document 
while maintaining legibility, aspect ratio, and good margins. (See Kelley, Figure 
6, and Column 7, lines 13-32). 

As per claims 17 and 18, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of 
claim 9 as described above. Kelley also discloses computer-readable media 
having computer-executable instructions that, when executed by the computer, 
perform the method recited in claim 9. (See Kelley, Figure 5, element 102, 
Column 6, lines 63-67, Column 7, lines 1-4, and Column 7, lines 8-12). 

As per claim 21 , Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 19 
as described above. Kelley also discloses separating the one or more pages of 
the digital document into multiple virtual pages without splitting lines of text of the 
document. (See Kelley, Column 2, lines 22-26). 
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As per claim 22, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 19 
as described above. Kelley also discloses identifying lines of text within the 
digital document (See Kelley, Column 2, lines 22-23), and separating the one or 
more pages of the digital document into multiple virtual pages between lines of 
text. (See Kelley, Column 2, lines 34-38). 

As per claim 23, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 19 
as described above. Kelley also discloses a computer including one or more 
computer-readable media having computer-executable instructions that, when 
executed by the computer, perform the method recited in claim 19. (See Kelley, 
Column 7, lines 8-12, and Column 6, lines 60-62). 

Claim 24 is rejected on the same basis as claim 16. 

Claim 25 is rejected on the same basis as claim 23. 

As per claim 26, Kelley discloses a method for enhancing the readability of 
a digital document including paginating one or more pages of a digital document 
into multiple virtual pages (See Kelley, Figure 5, element 102, and Column 7, 
lines 13-23), and displaying virtual pages of the multiple virtual pages where 
unrepeated content of multiple virtual pages starts at a common spatial position 
on the multiple virtual pages. (See Kelley, Figure 6, and Column 7, lines 18-23). 
Kelley does not disclose expressly lowlighting repeated content on a virtual page. 
Warnock also discloses lowlighting or using half-tone to visually identify context 
within a document. (See Warnock, Column 9, lines 19-24). Kelley and Warnock 
are analogous art because they are from the same problem-solving area of 
displaying text online. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 

t 
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a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the use of the lowlighting or half- 
tone of Warnock with the method disclosed by Kelley and Warnock. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to provide a visual indictor of the next 
line of text to be read. (See Warnock, Column 9, lines 14-18). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Warnock with Kelley for the benefit of 
identifying the next portion of text to be read to obtain the invention as specified 
in claim 26. 

Claim 28 is rejected on the same basis as claim 21 . 

Claim 29 is rejected on the same basis as claim 22. 

Claim 30 is rejected on the same basis as claim 16. 

Claim 31 is rejected on the same basis as claim 23. 

Claim 32 is rejected on the same basis as claim 23. 

As per claim 42, Kelley discloses a method for facilitating the enhanced 
readability of a digital document including determining an integer number of 
virtual pages per page of a digital document while maintaining legibility, aspect 
ratio, and good margins (See Kelley, Figure 6, and Column 7, lines 13-32), and 
paginating, accordingly, one or more pages of the digital document into multiple 
virtual pages. (See Kelley, Figure 5, element 102, and Column 7, lines 8-12). 
Kelley does not disclose expressly that the digital document is a fixed digital 
document. Warnock discloses obtaining a fixed (or predetermined format) digital 
document (See Warnock, Figure 3b). Kelley and Warnock are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor of viewing electronic 
documents. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person 
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of ordinary skill in the art to include the fixed digital document of Warnock with 
the method and program for improving the readability of digital documents of 
Kelley. The motivation for doing so would have been to present the document so 
as to appear to the reader in the same manner as was intended by the publisher. 
(See Warnock, Column 1 , lines 63-66). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Warnock with Kelley for the benefit of providing a familiar visual display 
of a fixed digital document to the reader to obtain the invention as specified in 
claim 42. 

As per claim 43, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 42 
as described above. Kelley also discloses determining the minimum integer 
number of virtual pages per page of the digital document. (See Kelley, Figure 6, 
and Column 7, lines 13-32). 

As per claim 45, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 42 
as described above. Kelley also discloses displaying one or more of the virtual 
pages. (See Kelley, Figure 4, and Column 6, lines 60-62). 

As per claim 46, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 42 
as described above. Kelley also discloses a computer-readable medium having 
computer-executable instructions that, when executed by a computer, performs 
the method recited in claim 42. (See Kelley, Figure 4, Column 7, lines 8-32, and 
Column 6, lines 60-62). 

Claim 47 is rejected on the same basis as claims 1 1, 12, 18 and 19. 

As per claim 48, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 47 
as described above. Kelley also discloses a system where the analyzer is 
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configured to identify and locate lines of text within the one or more pages of the 
digital document (See Kelley, Figure 6, and Column 7, lines 13-32), determine 
whether a virtual-page boundary is coextensive with an identified line of text (See 
Kelley, Figure 6, and Column 7, lines 13-32), and responsive to such 
determining, adjust the virtual-page boundary if the boundary is coextensive with 
the identified line of text so that the boundary is not coextensive with the 
identified line. (See Kelley, Column 6, lines 63-67 and Column 7, lines 1-4). 

Claim 51 is rejected on the same basis as claim 17. 

Claim 50 is rejected on the same basis as claim 16. 

As per claim 49, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 47 
as described above. Warnock also discloses lowlighting or using half-tone to 
visually identify context within a document. (See Warnock, Column 9, lines 19- 
24). Kelley also discloses that the overlap of one virtual page includes content of 
the document repeated from another virtual page (See Kelley, Figures 1 and 2, 
noting that lines 30 and 40 of Figure 2 are repeating lines 10 and 20 from Figure 
1 ). Kelley and Warnock are analogous art because they are from the same 
problem-solving area of displaying text online. At the time of the invention it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the use 
of the lowlighting or half-tone of Warnock with the method disclosed by Kelley 
and Warnock. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide a visual 
indictor of the next line of text to be read. (See Warnock, Column 9, lines 14-18). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Warnock with Kelley for the 



Application/Control Number: 09/854,149 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2176 

benefit of identifying the next portion of text to be read to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 49. 

Claim 52 is rejected on the same basis as claims 31 , 47 and 49. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kelley (U.S. Patent 6,694,485 B1) in view of Warnock (U.S. Patent 5,634,064) 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Baum (U.S. Patent 6,188,779 
B1). 

As per claim 5, Kelley and Warnock disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Kelley and Warnock do not disclose expressly performing at 
least minimal OCR on content of the document to locate line boundaries. Baum 
discloses performing OCR on the content of a document to determine 
boundaries. (See Baum, Column 5, lines 65-67, and Column 6, lines 1-27). 
Kelley, Warnock, and Baum are analogous art because they are from the same 
problem-solving area of paginating digital documents. At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
include the OCR of the content of the document of Baum with the method and 
program for improving the readability of digital documents of Kelley and 
Warnock. The motivation for doing so would have been to identify regions of the 
document that are tightly defined about the probable text. (See Baum, Column 5, 
line 67, and Column 6, lines 1-2) Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Baum with Kelley and Warnock for the benefit of locating gaps between 
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tightly defined regions of text within the document to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 5. 

Claims 33-37, and 39-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kelley (U.S. Patent 6,694,485 B1) in view of Warnock (U.S. 
Patent 5,634,064) and Atkinson (U.S. Patent 4,622,545). 

As per claim 33, Kelley discloses a method for improving the readability of 
a digital document including paginating one or more pages of the digital 
document into multiple virtual pages (See Kelley, Figure 5, element 102, and 
Column 7, lines 8-12), and displaying one or more virtual pages of the multiple 
virtual pages and doing so without overlap on a virtual page, where the overlap of 
one virtual page includes content of the document repeated from another virtual 
page. (See Kelley, Figure 4, and Column 6, lines 60-62). Kelley does not 
disclose expressly that the digital document is a fixed digital document. Kelley 
also does not disclose expressly indicating overlap during the displaying, where 
the content of overlap is differentiated from other content. Warnock discloses a 
fixed (or predetermined format) digital document (See Warnock, Figure 3b). 
Atkinson discloses indicating overlap that is differentiated from other content. 
(See Atkinson, Figure 7, and Column 10, lines 19-36). Kelley, Warnock and 
Atkinson are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
displaying data online. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the fixed digital document of 
Warnock with the method and program for improving the readability of digital 
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documents of Kelley. The motivation for doing so would have been to present 
the document so as to appear to the reader in the same manner as was intended 
by the publisher. (See Warnock, Column 1, lines 63-66). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Warnock with Kelley for the benefit of providing a 
familiar visual display of a fixed digital document to the reader. It also would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the indication 
of overlapping data of Atkinson with the method and program for improving the 
readability of digital documents of Kelley and Warnock. The motivation for doing 
so would have been to mask the regions of the data that are currently being 
displayed. (See Atkinson, Column 10, lines 37-40). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Atkinson with Kelley and Warnock for the benefit of 
identifying lines of data already displayed to obtain the invention as specified in 
claim 33. 

As per claim 35, Kelley, Warnock and Atkinson disclose the limitations of 
claim 33 as described above. Kelley also discloses displaying virtual pages of 
the multiple virtual pages where unrepeated content of multiple virtual pages 
starts at a common spatial position on the multiple virtual pages. (See Kelley, 
Figure 6, and Column 7, lines 18-23). 

As per claim 37, Kelley, Warnock and Atkinson disclose the limitations of 
claim 33 as described above. Warnock also discloses that the overlap is shaded 
or highlighted in reverse video. (See Warnock, Column 9, lines 19-24). Kelley, 
Warnock and Atkinson are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of displaying data online. At the time of the invention it would have 
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been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the shading of 
Warnock with the method and program for improving the readability of digital 
documents of Kelley, Warnock and Atkinson. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to provide a visual indictor of the next line of text to be read. (See 
Warnock, Column 9, lines 14-18). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Warnock with Kelley, Warnock and Atkinson for the benefit of identifying 
the next portion of text to be read to obtain the invention as specified in claim 37. 

As per claim 39, Kelley, Warnock and Atkinson disclose the limitations of 
claim 33 as described above. Kelley also discloses determining a minimum 
integer number of virtual pages per page of the digital document while 
maintaining legibility, aspect ratio, and good margins. (See Kelley, Figure 6, and 
Column 7, lines 13-32). 

Claims 40 and 41 are rejected on the same basis as claim 33. 

As per claims 34 and 36, Kelley, Warnock and Atkinson disclose the 
limitations of claim 33 as described above. Warnock also discloses lowlighting or 
using half-tone to visually identify context within a document. (See Warnock, 
Column 9, lines 19-24). Kelley, Warnock and Atkinson are analogous art 
because they are from the same field of endeavor of displaying data online. At 
the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to include the lowlighting or half-tone of Warnock with the method and 
program for improving the readability of digital documents of Kelley, Warnock 
and Atkinson. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide a visual 
indictor of the next line of text to be read. (See Warnock, Column 9, lines 14-18). 



Application/Control Number: 09/854,149 Page 
Art Unit: 2176 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Warnock with Kelley, Warnock 
and Atkinson for the benefit of identifying the next portion of text to be read to 
obtain the invention as specified in claims 34 and 36. 

Claim 38 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kelley (U.S. Patent 6,694,485 B1), Warnock (U.S. Patent and Atkinson (U.S. 
Patent 4,622,545) as applied to claim 33 above, and further in view of Bereiter 
(U.S. Patent 5,909,217). 

As per claim 38, Kelley, Warnock and Atkinson disclose the limitations of 
claim 33 as described above. Kelley, Warnock and Atkinson do not disclose 
expressly that the overlap is grayed. Bereiter discloses graying out portions of 
overlap. (See Bereiter, Figure 3, and Column 4, lines 35-49). Kelley, Warnock, 
Atkinson and Bereiter are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of displaying data online. At the time of the invention it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to including the graying out of 
overlapping data of Bereiter with the method and program for improving the 
readability of digital documents of Kelley, Warnock and Atkinson. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to help present the context of the non-grayed data. 
(See Bereiter, Column 4, lines 43-48). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Bereiter with Kelley, Warnock and Atkinson for the benefit of 
emphasizing the context of the page to obtain the invention as specified in claim 
38. 
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Response to Arguments 

In response to applicants argument that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references, the Office recognizes that obviousness can only be established 
by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed 
invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found 
either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to 
one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 R2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 
(Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, with regard to the motivation to combine Warnock with 
Kelley, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention would have been 
motivated to combine apply the improved readability method of Kelley to the fixed 
digital document of Warnock in order to present the fixed digital document in a 
format where the appearance of said document is viewable by a reader as it was 
intended by the publisher (See Warnock, Column 1 , lines 63-66). 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4095. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Joseph Feild, can be reached at (571) 272-4090. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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